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P ERFECTINC LIVE STEER JUDGING and relating it more closely to protluction efficiency and car- 
cass \due is a greater challenge than ever before 
in the hirtory of the beef cattle industry. This 
has been caused by the present cost-price squeeze 
;cntl  heef consumers who want high-quality, lean 
I~ecf. 
Jlurcling, finish ancl dressing percentage are 
the major factors in determining live value of 
steers of desirable weights. In addition, factors 
consitlered in selecting breeding cattle such as 
qrolvth rate, age, quality, correct set of legs and 
fcct ant1 desirable head shape may also be de- 
ciding factors in placing steers equal in muscling 
;inti desirable finish. 
Jluscling has to do with a steer's conformation, 
conlmonly referred to as form or shape. Desirable 
conformation must increase production efficiency 
;tncl,'or improve cutability. Some on-foot charac- 
teristics once considered important, do neither. 
Thc~ e is no reasonable justification for an ideal 
beef animal with excessive depth, shortness of 
I~otly or shortness of legs. 
Finish 
Finish relates to the condition or fatness and 
is the major factor affecting carcass yield of retail 
cuts, meat quality and dressing percentage. T h e  
negative effect of fatness on yield of retail cuts 
is more than twice as great as the positive effect 
of muscling. External fat covering and tenderness 
are not highly correlated, but fat, especially mar- 
bling, tloes contribute to juciness and flavor and 
ma'.es lean more palatable. External fat covering 
affects an animal's conformation. Excess fat com- 
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monly is mistaken for muscling, since it affects 
an animal's width, depth and thickness. Do not 
confuse visual indications of finish and muscling 
in steer evaluation. -In judging, select steel-s cor- 
rectly finished and line them up based on their 
muscling. Place the less desirable overfinished 
and underfinished steers lower, on basis of mus- 
cling. 
Dressing Percentage or Yield 
Dressing percentage is the ratio of chilled car- 
cass weight to slaughter live weight. The  amount 
of fill, though variable and subject to manipula- 
tion, degree of fatness and the weight of the dress- 
off items such as hide, head ancl shanks affect 
dressing percentage. A trim middle, light hide 
and fatness contribute greatly to a high dressing 
percentage. High dressing percentage caused by 
excessive finish is not beneficial. 
A correctly finished, muscular steer can yield 
a carcass worth $50 more than an overfinishecl, 
averaged-muscled steer or on underfinished, poorly- 
muscled steer of the same weight and grade. The  
problem is to identify, select and produce mus- 
cular, efficient cattle yielding high-quality beef 
with little excess fat. Some of these now exist 
in all beef cattle breeds. 
Three steers (designated 1, 2 and 3) weighing 
about 900 pounds were selected to demonstrate 
the points indicating differences in muscling ancl 
finish. 
1. Desirable-muscular, correctly finished, high 
cutout, high-quality beef. 
2. Less desirable-average muscling, overfin- 
ished, low cutout, high-quali ty beef. 
3. Least desirable-poorly muscled, underfin- 
ished, above average cutout, lower quality beef. 
, 
1 Steer No. 1-Desirable 
Y Muscular-correctly finished 
Moderate in length and depth of body and 
length of leg I 
Muscular arm and fofearm 
Trim brisket, rear flank and cot1 
Trim middle I 
I 2 3 
MUSCULAR AVERAGE MUSCLING POORLY MUSCLED 
CORRECTLY FINISHED OVERFINISHED UNDERFINISHED 
Ill~istrated steer side views. 
MUSCUl AR AVERAGE MUSCLING POORLY MUSCL ED 
Steer No. 2-Less desirable 
.Average muscling-overfinished 
Excessive depth of body, too short legged an?! 
short bodied f 
Unbalanced-heavy fronted 
Short rump and round 
Average muscling in shoulder 
Heavy, wasty brisket, rear flank ancl cod 
Heavy, wasty middle 
Steer No. 3-Least desirable 
Poorly muscled-underfinished 
Too  long of leg and shallow of h l y  
Unbalanced-light hindquarter 
Short drooping rump, narrow stifle 
Lacks muscling in shoulder 
Lacks finish to grade choice 
Intermediate in trimness of mitldle 
Front View 
Steer No. 1 
Muscular-correctly finished 
CORRECTLY FINISHED OVERFINISHED UNDERFINISHED Wide between front legs 
,Muscular yet not coarse or open in shoultle: 
Illt~strated steer front views. 
Heavy yet  not coarse bone development 
(front cannons) i 
Trim brisket, enough fullness to indicat 
adequate finish for quality meat and choic 
grade 
Steer No. 2 
Average muscling-overfinished 
Lacks the desired width between front lep 
Intermediate in width, muscling of shouldt 
Average bone development 
Excessively heavy, deep, full, pendulous brv 
ket, yield excessive fat trim 
Steer No. 3 
Poorly muscled-underfinished 
Very narrow between front legs 
Lacks muscular development of shoulder 
Long, light bone development 
Lacks evidence of enough fullness of brisk 
to grade above USDA Good 
T h e  front view of steer No. 1 is not ide 
since he is rather plain headed, has slight1 
excessive fullness and looseness of brisket an 
should stand wider and straighter on his fror 
leg. 
Steer front views. 
Rcnr View 
Steer No. 1 
iMuscular-correctly finished 
Thick, plump round with maximum width 
half way between tailhead and twist 
Wide at pins and long from pins to twist 
Stands and walks wide on hind legs 
Uniformly, wide thick back, loin and rump 
with correct turn (-) over the top- 
quonset shaped 
Steer No. 2 
Average muscling-overfinished 
Wide at rump, but tapers in width from top 
to bottom of round 
Lacks length of round 
Lacks desired width between hind legs 
qfrrr  l m r  vlercs. \Vide but flat, square cornered (-) top 
indicating excessive fat over crops, along 
loin edges and over rump 
I 2 3 Steer NO. 3 
MUSCUf AR Poorly muscled-underfinished AVERAGE MUSCL1.G POORLY MUSCLED Narrow, ,,,, round 
CORRECTLY flN1SHED OVERF/N/SHfD UffDFRF/ffISHED Narrow at pins, cut up in twist 
Narrow between hind legs 
Narrow triangular ( A ) shaped top, promi- 
nent tailheacl and hooks 
The  illustrated rear view shows a cross 
5ection of beef carcasses between the twelfth 
antl thirteenth ribs and illustrates the ex- 
pected ribeye area and fat thickness from 
steers with these indications of muscling 
antl finish. I t  also demonstrates the three 
factors determining width of a steer's back. 
They are (1) spring or size of rib cage (2) 
si7e of ribeye muscles and (3) amount of 
l l l r~r trn td  stccr rear views. 
Ilesirable length, depth of 
body and length of leg. 
Balanced appearance. 
Long, full rump and round, 
long from hook to hock and 
from pins to stifle, wide at 
stifle. 
Muscular arm and forearm. 
Trim, fore and rear flank. 
Trim middle. 
Strong muscular back and 
loin. 
external fat covering. Influence of fatness 
on width is evident. 
V L c L U  steer No. 
Left  - Thick, plump, 
round with maximum 
width about halfway 
between tailhead and 
twist; wide at  pins and 
long from pins to twist. 
Desirable width be- 
tween hind legs. 
Uniformly wide, thick 
back and loin with cor- 
rect turn over the top. 
Right  - Note desirable 
width, fu l lness  and 
thickness, and turn of 
back, loin and rump. 
Kenr uiew steer N o .  I .  Top I J ~ C ~ L '  stecr No.  1 
Fwnt  view steer No.  1 .  Left  - Wide between 
front legs with muscu- 
lar shoulder. Exces- 
sively coarse and open 
shoulders not desired. 
The  front view of Steer 
No. 1 is not ideal since 
he is plain headed, has 
a slightly excessive bris- 
ket and should stand 
wider and straighter on 
his front legs. 
Heavy but not coarse 
bone development. Im- 
portant since bone cir- 
cumference is related to 
muscle development. 
Heavy boned cattle tend 
to have more muscling 
than light boned cattle 
of same age and weight. 
Right - Desired width 
between front legs. 
Trim brisket. 
Muscular yet not coarse 
or open shoulder. 
Good bone develop- 
ment. 
l)esirnbl(< front ztiew. 
Side 7~iero steer No. 
Excessive depth of body, 
too short legged and 
short bodied. 
Unbalanced, because 
heavy fronted. 
Short rump and round. 
Excessive heavy fat bris- 
ket, full fore and rear 
flank. 
@ Heavy, wasty middle. 
Top I I ~ C W  steer No. 2.  Rear .r~ie.ru steer No.  2.  
Right-Tapers from top 
to bottom of round. 
Lacks desired width be- 
tween hind legs. 
Flat, square cornered 
top indicating excessive 
finish over crops, along 
loin edges and on rump 
with patches of fat 
around tailhead. 
Excessive paunchy mid- 
dle. 
Lef t-Wide back, loin 
and rump partially due 
to excess fat over crops, 
along loin edges and 
over rump. 
Angular shaped top; 
tapers from hooks to 
shoulder and tapers 
from hooks to pins. 
Excess fat along loin 
edges with patches of 
fat around tailhead. 
LOIN EDGE 
RUMP 
TAIL HEAD 
-- 
PIN BONES- 
ROUNDS OR THI 
TWIST 
SWITCH - 
DEW 
3DY PARTS 
CROPS 
TOP OF SHOULDER 
/ FOREHEAD 
SHOULDER / 
U E P V  POLL / 
' THROAT 
- E A R  
EYE 
3STRIL 
JZZLE 
-SHOULDER VEIN 
S H O U L D E R  POINT 
BRISKET 
FOREARM 
TW 
SWITCH 
KNOW~DY PARTS 
TOP OF SHOULDER 
/ FOREHEAD 
Right-Narrow, flat, tapering round. 
Lacks desired width between hind legs. 
r Narrow back, loin and rump. 
Front uiew steer No. 2. 
Left-Lacks desired width between front 
legs. 
Lacks evidence of desired m$scling in 
shoulder. 
Deep, heavy, full pendulous brisket. 
Rear view steer No. 3. 
Right-Too long of leg 
and shallow of body. 
Unbalanced appearance 
and light in hind- 
quarter. 
Short, drooping rump, 
narrow stifle, lacks mus- 
cling in arm and fore- 
arm. 
Lacks e v i d e n c e  of 
enough fullness of bris- 
ket, finish and muscling 
to grade Choice. 
Side view steer No. 3. 
Top view steer No. 3. 
Left - T r i a n g u l a r  
shaped top; tapers from 
hooks to pins and 
hooks to shoulder. 
Narrow at pins. 
Rough, prominent, 
high tailhead. 
Right-Very narrow be- 
tween front legs. 
Lacks muscular devel- 
opment of shoulder. 
Long, light bone. 
I;ront view steer No. 3. 
Left-View of right intact sides of carcasses from 
steers observed alive. Fat trimmed from left side 
is displayed beneath its corresponding side. 
No. 1 Very thick, muscular carcass with USDA 
Prime conformation and a uniform but not es- 
cessive covering of fat-13.5 percent fat trim. 
No. 2 Overfinished carcass with USOA Choice 
conformation-20.3 percent fat trim. 
No. 3 Lacks conformation and evidences ol 
quality to grade above USDA Good-1 1.4 percent 
fat trim. 
Note large 12-square-inch rib- 
eye size and uniform fat thick- 
ness averaging .75 inch for No. 
1; average-size ribeye of 9.6 
square inch and excess fat thick- 
ness of 1.3 inch for No. 2; and 
small ribeye of 8.7 square inch 
and fat thickness of .45 inch for 
No. 3. 
Untrimmed rib steaks from left side of carcasses from steers 1, 
2 and 3, shozuing ribeye area and fat thickness. 
I 
1 6 I . ?  
Steers 
1 2 3 
Ribeye area 
sq. in. 12.0 9.6 8.5 
Fat thickness, 
in. .75 1.3 -45 R I B E E L .  ARtrxJ  
FAT THICKNESS USDA quality grade Choice Choice Choice 
Boneless trim- 
med roast, 
steak cuts, 
% carcass 51.0 45.8 49.9 
ROAST STEAK CUTS 1 *Carcass value per cwt. based 
on cutout 
and grade $39.50 $36.35 $36.75 
*May, 1963 price. 
- -  - 
% CARCASS 
CARCASS V ~ ~ ~ C W T .  
BASED 01 CUTOUT GRADE I Important carcass information. 
the car 
palatab 
mately 
gr 'lllt.5 
beef th; 
Curcuss Evaluation Terms 
Ii~Ocye nl.en. This is an easily obtained measure 
ol ( c ~ ~ c d s ~  muscling. The Ultrasonic machine esti- 
rnatlon of ribeye on live cattle constantly is being 
ni.~tle Inole arcurate. Although ribeye area is as- 
soc~atetl with only lbout 20 percent of the varia- 
tions in carcass muscling, the measure is a fair 
~ntl~wtor of desirable muscling if actual cut-out 
tl,tt,r I S  not obtainable. Note size of the three rib- 
el es 
rot thickness. Fat thickness over the ribeye at 
the twelfth rib is a good indication of overall 
carcass fatness. One inch thickness is the maxi- 
mum amount acceptable on Choice and Prime 
grade cattle. A range of .6 inch to .8 inch fat 
thickness is considered correct fat cover, if given 
as 'in average of three measurements. Frequently, 
fat thickness is given as one measurement, taken 
about three-fourths of the distance toward the 
lower side of the muscle. This is the measurement 
used for the USDA Dual Grading system. The  one 
measurement expresses fat thickness about .2 inch 
less than the average of three measurements. One- 
half inch is usually adequate fat cover to protect 
cass from drying out and make the meat 
le. However, few carcasses from approxi- 
1000-pound cattle with no more external 
fa t  than this have more than a "small" amount of 
ma~hling-many have less than a "small" amount. 
USDA qunlzty glade. This is based on degree 
of marbling, color, texture and firmness of meat 
ant1 maturity or age indications. Grade usuall) 
I> associated with the meat's eating quality. Highei 
- 1 tend to assure more juicy, tender, tast) 
In lower grades. 
Steer side views. 
Boneless trimmed roast and steak cuts, percent 
of carcass. T h e  loin, rib, round, rump and chuck 
are the muscular wholesale cuts which yield roast 
and steak retail cuts. They represent the high- 
priced, preferred cuts of beef and about 80 percent 
of carcass total value. Fatness is the most impor- 
tant factor affecting carcass yield of retail cuts. 
Forty-eight percent, or higher, cut-out of boneless. 
closely trimmed cuts, based on chilled carcass 
weight, for Choice and Prime grade is considered 
desirable. Note that Steer No. 1 exceeded this 
amount by 3 percent and Steer No. 2 fell below this 
standard. Steer No. 3 outcut No. 2 because of 
about half as much fat trim. 
Carcass value per hundred weight based on  cztt- 
out and grade. This value is based on May 1963 
boneless cut prices for roast and steak cuts for their 
respective grade and May 1963 retail prices for lean 
trim, fat trim and flank, plate and brisket. This 
was adjusted to total carcass value per hundretl- 
weight of carcass. Steer No. 1 was the most valu- 
able since it was in the Choice grade, had less fat 
trim than Steer No. 2 and was the most muscular 
carcass with highest cut-out. Steers No. 2 and 3 
were similar in value since No. 2 had the advantage 
i n  grade and No. 3 the advantage in cut-out. Based 
on a 600-pound carcass with the spread in values 
of $3.15 per hundredweight and $2.75 per hundred- 
weight between 1 and 2, and 1 and 3, respectively, 
No. 1's carcass would be valued at  $18.90 more 
than No. 2's and $16.50 more than No. 3's. 
SIDE VIEW 
Steer No. 1 Steer No. 2 Steer No. 3 
Muscular- wr- Average muscling Poorly muscled 
rectly finished overfinished underfinished 
Moderate in Excessive depth Too long of 
length and depth of body, too leg and shallow 
of body and short legged and of body 
len~th of leg short bodied 
Balanced Unbalanced- Unbalanced- 
appearance heavy fronted , light hindquarter 
Long full rump Short rump Short drooping 
and round, long and round rump, narrow 
from hooks to stifle 
hock and from 
pins to stifle 
Muscular arm Average muscling Lacks muscling 
and forearm in shoulder in shoulder 
Trim brisket, Heavy, wasty Lacks f i s h  to 
rear flank brisket, rear grade Choice 
and cod flank and cod 
Trim middle Heavy, wasty Intermediate in 
middle trimness of 
middle 
Front View 
Steer No. 1 
Muscular-correctly finished 
Wide between front legs 
Muscular yet not coarse or open in shoultli 
Heavy yet not coarse bone development 
(front cannons) 
Trim brisket, enough fullness to indicate ad 
quate finish for quality meat and Choice graci 
Steer No. 2 
Average muscling-overfinished 
Lacks desired width between front legs 
Intermediate in width, muscling of should6 
Average bone development 
Excessive heavy, deep full pendulous briskt 
yield excessive fat trim. 
Steer No. 3 
Poorly muscled-underfinished 
Very narrow between front legs 
Lacks muscular development of shoulder 
Long, light bone development 
Lacks enough fullness of brisket to grade 
above USDA Good 
Steer fro77 t views. 
Rear Vicw 
Steer No. 1 
,Lluscular-correctly finished 
Thick, plump round with maximum uil' 
half way between tailhead and twist 
\Vitle at pins and long from pins to twirt 
Stands a r k  walks w id ion  hind legs 
Uniformly, wide thick back, loin ant1 rur 
with correct turn (n) over the top- 
quonset shaped. 
Steer No. 2 
Average muscling-overfinished 
Wide at rump, but tapers in width from I 
to bottom of round 
Lacks length of round 
Lacks desired width between hind legs 
Wide, but flat, square cornered (n) I 
indicating excessive fat over crops alc 
loin edges and over rump 
Steer No. 3 
Poorly muscled-underfinished 
Narrow, flat tapering round 
Narrow at pins, cut up in twist 
Narrow on hind legs 
Steer rear vieurs. Narrow triangular ( A)  shaped top, pro 
nent tailheacl and hooks 
S T E E R  N U M B E D  
RIB STEmn 
Untrimmed rib 
steaks and im- 
portant carcass 
information. FAT THICKNES 
--- 
BONELESS CLOSELY TRIMM 
ROAZT STEAK CU' 
ARCASS 
51 v c VALUE PER Ch 1. 
~ S E D  ON CIITOIIT GRADE 
Note the live values per hundredweight. This 
was computed by multiplying dressing percentage 
by carcass value per hundredweight. This points 
out the importance of dressing percentage i n  de- 
termining live values. The  dressing percentages 
were: 
No. 1 - 65.1 percent 
No. 2 - 63.5 percent 
No. 3 - 60.5 percent 
Since carcass traits are heritable, producers need to 
be aware of the relative carcass merit of their cattle. T h i s  
nformation can be obtained at a nominal fee from the  
Meat Grading Branch of the Agricultural Marketing 
iervice's Livestock Division. Texas producers should 
contact, USDA Agricultz~ral Marketing Service, 231 Live- 
stock Exchange Building, Fort W m t h  6, Texas. Your  
county agricultural agent has the necessary application 
forms and can assist you in  obtaining and interpreting 
carcass information on  your cattle. 
Ready to serve YOU... 
are your COUNTY EXTENSION AGENTS. They represent both the 
U. S. Department of Agriculture and Texas A&M University in your 
county. These agents have ideas and materials that are helpful to 
everyone, regardless of whether you live on the farm or ranch or in a 
town or city. I 
Extension agents have information on a wide variety of subjects. For 
example, you can learn from them how to farm and ranch more effi- 
ciently . . . . achieve more satisfying family living . . . . discover how 
much we all depend on agriculture. I 
This publication is one of many prepared by the Texas Agricultural 
Extension Service of Texas A&M University to present up-to-date, 
authoritative information, based on the results of research. Such pub- 
lications are available from your local agents whose offices usually ( 
are in the county courthouse or agricultural building. 
.. . Give your agents a try. They welcome your visits, calls or letters. 
j Cooperative Extension Work in Agriculture and Home Economics, Texas A&M University and the United States Department of Agriculture cooperating. Distributed in furtherance of the Acts of Congress of May 8, 1914, as I amended and June 30, 1914. I I 1 
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